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Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for the Project

A Purpose of the Proposed Project

The United States Customs and Border Protection (CBP) under the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS), in conjunction with the Laredo District Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT), are proposing to build a checkpoint at mile marker 29 of the Interstate Highway 35
(IH-35) in Webb County, Texas. The location of the proposed checkpoint is shown in Figure 1.

This facility, to be directed and operated by the CBP, would enhance the effectiveness of
inspections targeting illegal activities and would meet the goals outlined in the CBP mission.
Specifically, the CBP mission is to prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons of terrorism,
and enforce laws that protect America’s homeland by the detection, interdiction, and
apprehension of those who attempt to smuggle any person or contraband across the borders of
the Unites States (U.S.).

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is a supplement to the original DHS EA, Environmental
Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX, which addressed impacts of the
checkpoint facility within the boundaries of the 15-acre property located east of IH-35 at mile
marker 29 (DHS 2002). The location of the property addressed in the 2002 DHS EA in relation
to the current project area is shown on Figure 1. This supplemental EA for the CBP checkpoint
at TH-35 mile marker 29 addresses the potential impacts associated with the construction of the
ingress and egress ramps between the checkpoint and the mainlanes of IH-35, including the
eastern’ frontage road, and property within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT right-of-way
(ROW). The San Roman and Callaghan interchanges access roads connecting the checkpoint
facility to IH-35 are the logical termini for this project. While the station construction occurs
within an approximately 0.4 mile section adjacent to the northbound lane of I35 near mile
marker 29, there will be signs and frontage road closures affecting IH 35 right-of-way in the area
between San Roman and Callaghan. For the purposes of this document the construction project
will refer to the 0.4-Omile section of ROW and frontage road which would be the location of the
proposed ingress and egress ramps. For purposes of Section 106 consultation, the archeological
area of potential effects extends from the San Roman to the Callaghan interchanges along IH 35
within the TxDOT right-of-way.

Additionally, to address TxDOT comments to the original 2002 EA, this supplemental EA will
discuss the adjacent 15-acre property for the following topics only: the Farmland Protection
Policy Act, the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping and the Executive Order on
Invasive Species, potential impacts to migratory birds, cultural resources including archeological
resource coordination and historic structures, noise, and public involvement.
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B. Need for the Project

The DHS is responsible for the control of immigration into the U.S. and its Territories. Laredo
is one of the busiest land port-of-entries in the United States. Due to the recent construction of
the Camino-Colombia Toll Road, the existing checkpoint can be circumvented by traffic
traveling north away from Laredo. To ensure the public’s safety by inspecting all vehicles
entering the U.S., a new checkpoint is proposed near mile marker 29 along the north bound lanes
of IH-35, which would intercept the traffic bypassing the existing checkpoint. In October 2002,
the DHS signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for an EA addressing the 15-acre
site on which the checkpoint facility would be placed. This supplemental EA will address traffic
patterns, the ingress and egress from the interstate, potential impacts to the TxDOT ROW along
with additional concerns identified by TxDOT and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) during their review of the 2002 EA.

C.  Objectives of the Project

The objective of the Laredo checkpoint at mile marker 29 along IH-35 is to allow the CBP to
improve safety on Texas highways by regulating the passage of all vehicles entering from the
Camino Colombia Toll Road, which would otherwise avoid inspection. The construction of the
checkpoint would provide a facility for the CBP to perform these inspections, and enable CBP to

more effectively work to:

* Increase the general public’s safety, health and welfare;

» Safeguard and enhance effectiveness of homeland security;

* Prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons of terrorism;

* Enforce laws that protect America’s homeland;

* Detect, interdict, and apprehend those who attempt to smuggle any person or contraband
across the borders; and

* Enhance interdiction of illegal drugs and contraband.

The proposed project would meet the goals outlined in the CBP mission.

The purpose of the supplemental EA is to address the logical project termini for the CBP
checkpoint, and potential impacts associated with the construction of the ingress and egress
ramps between the checkpoint and the mainlanes of IH-35, including the eastern frontage road,
and property within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT ROW. Additionally, this
supplemental EA will discuss the adjacent 15-acre property only to address specific comments
TxDOT made to the original 2002 DHS EA.
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D. Focus of the Environmental Analysis

The focus of this environmental analysis is a project area approximately four miles in length
along north bound IH-35, within the existing TXDOT ROW, from the Callaghan overpass to the
San Roman overpass in Webb County, Texas.

E. Planning & Scoping Process
E.1 Planning Process

The project planning process for the CBP checkpoint began with the identification of a
homeland security need in the Laredo area under the jurisdiction of the DHS. Next, a design
charette was conducted, including the CBP (formerly known as the U.S. Border Patrol [USBP]),
the DHS, TxDOT, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). An EA was then prepared
addressing environmental impacts for three build alternatives for the 15-acre site on which the
facility would be placed. The public was given the opportunity to comment on the project, and
afforded the opportunity to request a Public Hearing. However, no comments or requests for a
Public Hearing were received. Following these comment periods, a FONSI was issued by the
DHS on June 26, 2002. TxDOT and the FHWA stated their concerns to the USACE regarding
the environmental document soon after the issuing of the FONSIL. An inter-agency meeting was
conducted on September 9, 2003, to review these concerns and this supplemental EA document
was subsequently contracted.

The proposed CBP checkpoint is not within any Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
boundary. Therefore, the project will not be included on a Transportation Improvement Plan

(TIP).

E.2 Scoping Process

The project scoping process included early coordination letters to the INS (now part of the
DHS), the USBP (now known as the CBP), the Fort Worth District of the USACE, the TxDOT
Laredo District, the FHWA, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and all other appropriate local, state, and federal agencies. All coordination letters and
comments received can be found in Appendix C of the 2002 Environmental Assessment for
Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX.
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E.3 Related Studies and Relevant Documents

An initial EA was produced by the DHS and received a FONSI from the DHS on June 26, 2002,
previous to the development of this supplemental EA. In addition, an engineering document,
two cultural resources documents, and a hazardous materials survey reports were produce prior
to the writing of this supplemental EA. The reports referenced in this supplemental EA include:

= Environmental Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX

» [nterstate Access Justification Report

s Cultural Resource Survey of Proposed Border Patrol Checkpoint Station and NRHP
Significance Testing of Site 41WB612, Webb County, Texas

s Cultural Resources Report for: United States Border Patrol Checkpoint Station Located
at Mile Marker 29 on US Interstate 35 Near Laredo, Texas

»  Checkpoint Station at Laredo, Tx IH 35N-Mile Marker 29, Laredo, Texas Regulatory
Data Report

Reference materials that support the information and conclusions contained in this supplemental
EA are referenced in Appendix E.

F.  Issues/Resource(s) Studied in Detail and Eliminated from Further Study
F.1 Issues/Resource(s) Studied in Detail

This EA reviews issues and resources as required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), FHWA NEPA Regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771), and the
FHWA Technical Advisory (T6640.8A). Issues and resources studied in detail in this EA
include:

»  Joint Development;

»  Access to Private Land;

s Surface and Ground Water Quality;

» Biotic Resources and Protected Species; and
» Construction Impacts.

F.2 Issues Eliminated From Further Study
The following issues were studied in detail in accordance with 23 CFR 771 and T6640.8A

guidance and eliminated from further study. Those issues eliminated from further study have
been listed below. Issues were eliminated if it was determined that there were no impacts as a
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result of the No-Build and Build Alternatives and if appropriate coordination had been
conducted.

Land Use — Land that is currently undeveloped will be converted to the Laredo CBP checkpoint.
While a change in land use, the conversion is consistent with the land use in the area, now
primarily ranching and IH 35. The land required for the Build Alternative would change from
highway ROW to a publicly-owned/industrial use. The facility would be consistent with the
land use in the area, which includes ranching and transportation (an interstate highway).

Farmland Impacts — Prime farmlands soils, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), are soils that are best suited to producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops.
Identification of prime farmlands is made by the Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS). Prime farmlands soils are subject to protection under the Farmlands Protection Policy
Act (FPPA) (7 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4202(a)). The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize
the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion
of prime, unique, and other statewide or locally important farmlands to non-agricultural uses.
Agencies are directed to identify and take into account the adverse effect of federal actions on
farmlands, to consider appropriate alternative actions that mitigate adverse effects, and to assure
that such federal actions are comparable with those state, local, and private programs designed
to protect farmlands (Federal Register 1984). The project area and the adjacent 15-acre
checkpoint property scored “40” in Part VI of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
AD-1006. A rating below “60” is too low to require further coordination with the NRCS. A
copy of the rating form is included in Appendix A.

Social Impacts — There were no residences occupying the census blocks that approximated the
project study area within the TxDOT ROW. However, there will be a social impact due to
drivers on IH 35 being required to stop at the inspection station. While there will be minor time
delays for the typical driver, the need for inspection to stop the transport of contraband or
undocumented aliens far outweighs any time lost by drivers. In addition, control of border areas
such as Webb County is critical to the federal and state government for national security reasons.

Land owners in the vicinity of the inspection station will also be impacted, because they will
have to drive an additional four miles (on the north side of the proposed checkpoint) and two
miles (on the south side of the proposed checkpoint), to access their property. While this does
represent a time delay, the need for inspections and maintaining nafional security outweigh any
delays experienced.
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Public Facilities and Services Access — There were no public facilities or services in the study area.
The proposed facility would not impact public facilities or services located near the proposed
site.

Airway — Highway Clearance — There are no public airports in the vicinity of the project. There is a
private airstrip approximately 1 % miles away from the station, in the vicinity of the Callaghan
interchange. Since this is a private airstrip, coordination with the Federal Aviation
Administration on airway-highway clearance is not required.

Community Facilites — No community facilities would be displaced and no neighborhoods would
be split or isolated as a result of the proposed facility. The Build Alternative would not impact
community facilities, community cohesion, or community integrity.

Economic and Employment Impacts — The Laredo CBP checkpoint would not directly impact
economic activity, employment, or income in the project study area as a result of the No-Build
or Build Alternatives.

Relocations — Residential and business relocations and potential displacements were reviewed
according to the guidelines outlined in the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Relocation Act). Under this act, as amended, no
person shall be displaced until adequate, decent, safe, and sanitary housing is made available.
The Build Alternative would not displace any residences or businesses. All landowners would
retain access to their properties with the proposed construction of ingress and egress roads
entering and exiting the checkpoint.

Environmental Justice — There were no residences occupying the census blocks that approximated
the project study area. For this reason, there are no adverse or disproportionate impacts on low-
income or minority populations; therefore, there would be no environmental justice impacts as a
result of the No-Build or Build Alternative.

Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicycles — There are no pedestrian or bicycle impacts as
a result of the No-Build or Build Alternative.

Visual Impacts — Access ramps proposed for the project would blend into the general character of
the TxDOT ROW. For this reason, there are no visual impacts resulting from the Build
Alternative.

Navigable Waters — There are no navigable waterways within the project area, thus Section 9 or
Section 10 permits are not necessary
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Wild and Scenic Rivers — No wild or scenic rivers flow in or near the project study area.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to wild or scenic rivers associated with the proposed
project.

Wetland Impacts — Based on aerial photographs and field observations, there are no jurisdictional
wetlands in the project study area. Therefore, there would be no impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands associated with the construction of the Build Alternative.

Coastal Barriers — The CBP checkpoint is not located on a barrier island or peninsula, and thus
would not impact any coastal barrier resources.

Coastal Zone Management — The CBP checkpoint is not located within the Texas Coastal
Management Program (TCMP), so there would not be any impacts to the TCMP.

Essential Fish Habitat — Since the Build Alternative is not located within any tidally influenced
areas, no impact to essential fish habitat is anticipated from the CBP checkpoint.

Floodplains — Proposed ingress and egress roads to IH-35 from the checkpoint would not cross
the 100-year Floodplain, so no impacts to the floodplain are anticipated with the construction of
the proposed project. The proposed project would not increase the base flood elevation to a
level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances. The hydraulic design
of the proposed roadways will be in accordance with the current TXDOT and FHWA policy

standards.

Physical Resource Impacts — The checkpoint would impact the soils and the topography of the
site, because the site would be earth-worked and paved for the access roads and frontage road
modifications, and additional signage would be placed along the project corridor. However,
impacts would be minimal due to the previous ROW use of the site.

Beneficial Use and Invasive Species — In accordance with the Executive Memorandum of August
10, 1995, the USACE will comply with NEPA as it relates to vegetation management and
landscape practices for all federally assisted projects. In accordance with Executive Order
13112 on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping,
landscaping within the TxDOT ROW and adjacent 15-acre checkpoint property would be
limited to seeding and replanting with a mixture of native plants, where possible. A mix of
native grasses and forbs would be used to revegetate the TxDOT ROW.

Historic Architectural Resources — Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1996, as amended (36 CFR 800), a historic resources investigation consisting of a limited
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pedestrian survey and a literature review of the SHPO files were performed by a qualified
USACE historic architect in the fall of 2003 (USACE(a) 2003). The survey and literature
review were conducted to identify properties in or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The limits of the APE were
determined following an analysis of the project’s impact. The APE extends 1,300 feet beyond
the proposed project boundaries. The USACE determined that no buildings, structures, or
improvements located within the APE meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP. Therefore, no
historic structures would be affected by the proposed project and no further historic resource
investigations are necessary within the TxDOT ROW, adjacent 15-acre property, or the APE
(USACE(a) 2003, USACE(c) 2003). The USACE has coordinated with the Texas Historical
Commission (THC) to obtain their concurrence with these findings. TxDOT is coordinating the
project impacts associated with the ramps to and from IH 35 as well.

Historic Archeological Resources — A qualified USACE archeologist conducted research along the
TxDOT ROW project area in the fall of 2003(USACE(a) 2003). Fieldwork consisted of a visual
inspection of the proposed project area, for the access road locations between IH-35 and the
existing fence line, also defined as the edge of the TXDOT ROW. No intact deposits were
identified, and no evidence of archeological material was recovered. It was determined that this
area had been impacted by past road and drainage ditch construction, and therefore no listed or
eligible archeological sites were found. It was recommended that construction be allowed to
proceed for the facility without further consultation with the THC. The USACE recommended
that no archeological sites listed in, or deemed eligible for designation in the NRHP would be
affected by the proposed project and that no further archeological investigations are necessary
for the TxDOT ROW, or the 15-acre checkpoint property (USACE(a) 2003, USACE(c) 2003).
THC concurred with the recommendation of non-eligibility for the archeological site on the 15-
acre property addressed in the 2002 DHS EA in a letter stamped June 28, 2002. The THC letter
is included in Appendix A.

For purposes of Section 106 consultation, the archeological area of potential effects under this
SEA extends from the San Roman to the Callaghan interchanges along IH 35 within the TxDOT
right-of-way. Section 106 coordination for the 15-acre area adjacent to the highway was
completed in the previous EA. For the purposes of this SEA, USACE conducted an additional
archeological survey within the previously uninvestigated TxDOT right-of-way of the north
bound lanes. This work showed an absence of archeological and historical properties eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places or that warrant designation as a State
Archeological Landmark. A coordination letter including those findings was submitted to the
THC/SHPO for their concurrence.

In addition to coordination with the SHPO, coordination with Native American tribes has also
been initiated for historic and archeological resource purposes.

1-8



CBP Checkpoint
IH-35 Mile Marker 29

Supplemental
Environmental Assessment

In the unlikely event that buried archeological materials are encountered during construction,
work in the area of discovery would cease and accidental discovery procedures will be
implemented in accordance with the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement between
TxDOT and the THC.

Noise — This project is not on a new location, does not substantially alter either the horizontal or
vertical alignment, and does not increase the number of through-traffic lanes. Therefore, a
traffic noise analysis is not required by Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise, issued by TxDOT in June 1996.

Air Quality — The project is located in an area in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Therefore the Transportation Conformity Rule does not apply.

Projects intended to enhance traffic safety and improve traffic flow which, do not add capacity
are exempt from an air quality analysis. Current and future emissions should continue to follow
existing trends and not be affected by this project. Due to the nature of this project, further air
quality analysis was not deemed necessary.

Hazardous Materials — The Checkpoint Station at Laredo, Tx IH 35N-Mile Marker 29, Laredo,
Texas Regulatory Data Report concluded that there are no hazardous materials sites listed in the
database search (GeoSearch 2003). In addition, no potential hazardous materials sites were
identified during the field reconnaissance. For these reasons, no impacts to hazardous materials
sites are anticipated with the Build Alternative. A copy of the GeoSearch Regulatory Data
Report is included in Appendix B.

Section 4(f) — The CBP Checkpoint would not require the use of any publicly owned land from a
public park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge lands, or cultural resources
including historic sites of national, state, or local significance. Therefore, as currently designed,
the Build Alternative would not require a Section 4(f).

G. Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Required Coordination

Agency Coordination
As part of the project planning process, coordination letters were sent to local, state, and federal

agencies to solicit comments they may have regarding the proposed action. Agencies with
interests in social, land use, economic impacts, and with jurisdiction over natural resources that
received early coordination letters include:

= INS (now part of the DHS)

»  USBP (now known as the CBP)
s  USACE, Fort Worth District
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= TxDOT, Laredo District

* FHWA
= TPWD
= SHPO

= USFWS

All coordination letters can be found in Appendix C of the 2002 Environmental Assessment for
Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX.

H. Public Involvement Process

A copy of the original EA was hand-delivered to each landowner in the project area in the spring
of 2002, during the opportunity for public comment and the opportunity to request a public
hearing. No comments or requests for a public hearing were received.

In August of 2003, agents hand-delivered a copy of a signed letter dated August 7, 2003, to the
affected landowners noting the issuing of the FONSI for the original EA, and informing the
public of modifications to the EA to address further concerns. The notice also informed the
public of an opportunity to request a public hearing. This notice was published in English and
Spanish the Laredo Morning Times on the 21st and 24th of August 2003. Copies of the public
notice and the letter to the landowners are included in Appendix A of this document. To date,
no comments or requests for a public hearing were received.

The USACE will either afford the opportunity for a public hearing or hold a public hearing prior
to the final approval of this supplemental EA document.
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Chapter 2: Description of the Alternatives
A. Process Used to Develop the Project Alternatives

The Environmental Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX (DHS 2002)
evaluated three preliminary Build Alternatives, 1, 2, and 3, for the proposed CBP Checkpoint.
Because a FONSI was issued for the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3, this supplemental
document will only address the alignment of the ingress and egress roads associated with the
Preferred Alternative identified in the 2002 EA. For the purposes of this document, the
Preferred Alternative will be referred to as the Build Alternative.

B. Requirements For and Benefits of Alternatives

B.1 Principal Design Requirements

The principal design requirements are that the Build Alternative that achieved the project’s
purpose and need was considered and evaluated. In addition, the Build Alternative studied must
achieve the following:

» Tocation along a main corridor, such as a roadway, highway, or interstate;

» I ocation at least two miles, but less than 100 miles, from the international border;

= Location along a straight segment of roadway to allow safe entry and exit of vehicles into
and out off the checkpoint;

» Size of at least 15 acres to support the checkpoint, infrastructure, and associated
outbuildings for the facility itself;

* Minimal impact to existing roads and structures;

» Availability of readily accessible utilities;

= Availability of land at fair market value;

* Minimal impact to environmentally sensitive areas;

» Strategic location near intersections to allow maximum coverage of multiple highways;
and

» Strategic location away from other facilities or features that would increase the ability of
undocumented aliens to evade detection

B.2 Desired Design Benefits
The desired design benefits for the CBP Checkpoint include the following:

»  Security - inspection of all vehicles entering Texas from Mexico;

»  Accessibility- Property owners north of the checkpoint would be required to pass through
the checkpoint. However, all property owners will retain access to their properties.
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* Impact to Landowners- Adjacent landowners north of the checkpoint would be required
to pass through the checkpoint to access their properties. Landowners south of the
checkpoint would be required to pass through the checkpoint only when proceeding
north on IH-35. In addition, the landowners on the south side would have to travel south
on the feeder road to go north.

* Right-of-Way Acquisition- the design would provide each agency with a means to
complete its intended service, and ROW would not exceed the limits of the acquired
property;

= Construction Cost- the design would be cost efficient

B.3 Environmental Protection and Enhancement Req uirements

The CBP Checkpoint environmental protection and enhancement requirements include:

= Comply with the TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (MOU);

»  Comply with the TxDOT-THC Programmatic Agreement;

=  Comply with the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Uniform Relocation
Act, and the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974;

= Texas Pollution Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit;

= Coordinate with USFWS;

=  Coordinate with TxDOT;

* Comply with the 1995 Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping and the
Invasive Species Executive Order 13112; and

= Complete all mitigation and monitoring commitments.

C. Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study
There were no Alternatives eliminated from further study in this supplemental EA.
D. Detailed Description of Reasonable Alternatives

One Build Alternative and the No-Build Alternative were evaluated at the level required for an
EA by 23 CFR 771, and T6640.8A. Figures 7 through 10 illustrate the design of the Build
Alternative described in this EA.

DA The No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative assumes that the CBP facility and its connecting access roads would
not be constructed. The No-Build Alternative also serves as the baseline for comparison of the
beneficial and adverse effects of the Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, CBP

would not have a permanent facility to inspect trucks crossing the border into Texas from
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Mexico. The No-Build Alternative would not address the need to ensure public safety by
inspecting all vehicles entering the U.S., and therefore does not meet the project’s purpose and
need.

D.2 Reasonable Build Alternatives

Build Alternative

The approximately four-mile long project area starts at the interchange of IH-35 and Callaghan
at mile marker 28, and ends at the interchange of IH-35 and San Roman at mile marker 32. The
majority of the construction activity would take place at mile marker 29. Work outside of this
area would be limited to signs and barriers to direct traffic on the mainlanes of north bound IH-
35 and the two-way frontage road east of IH-35, up to two miles north and south of the

checkpoint.

The Build Alternative is located along IH-35, encompassing the north bound mainlanes of the
interstate to the edge of the TXDOT ROW, as shown in Figures 1 and 2. The two existing north
bound mainlanes of IH-35 would be diverted into the checkpoint facility. All traffic would exit
IH-35 via a proposed exit ramp just south of mile marker 29, and proceed to the checkpoint.
Three lanes would be dedicated for car use only, one lane for truck/bus use, and two lanes for
truck use only. Vehicles exiting the checkpoint would re-enter the mainlanes of IH-35 via two
entrance ramp lanes.

The existing two-lane frontage roads would dead-end north and south of the checkpoint facility.
Turn-around areas would be constructed at each frontage road terminus. An administrative
access road enters the checkpoint from the existing north bound frontage road south of the
checkpoint. This road would be used for emergency and official use only. Within the
checkpoint, approximately 1,800 feet of the exiting frontage road would be removed and
converted to official and/or emergency use only.

Landowners on the north side of the checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an
additional four miles to access their properties. This additional length would be required

o because the frontage road on the north side of the checkpoint would be closed to through traffic,
and the landowners would be required to access their properties from the existing two-lane
frontage road via the interchange of San Roman and IH-35. Landowners on the south side of the
checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an additional two miles to travel north,
and stop at the checkpoint. ‘

The facility and IH-35 exit and entrance ramps would remain open 24 hours per day. All traffic

entering the facility via the IH-35 exit ramp would be required to stop for inspection. The
amount of TxDOT ROW within the project area, including the areas designated for placement of
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barriers and/or signage, is estimated at § acres. The cost of construction is estimated at $8.9
million. A complete traffic analysis is documented in the Interstate Access Justification report

(USACE (b) 2003).

E. Cumulative Impacts

The purpose of the checkpoint facility is to fulfill safety and security n.ee.ds resulting from trafﬂc
entering the U.S. from Mexico. The facility would not cause any additional tI'l:ICk traffic that is
not already increasing due to commercial trucking under the North An.lerlcan Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA). There are no known projects planned within the project area that would
be impacted by the construction of the checkpoint. However, there area several projects planned
in the Laredo area and all along the border that will cumulatively result in the overall
development of undeveloped lands. While difficult to determine the exact cumulative impacts
of the proposed projects, these projects could potentially result in a decline in native habitat,

changes in land use, and minimal increases in traffic. The projects may also have pqsmve
cumulative impacts to socioeconomics by increased employment .resultlng from the addlt%on of
border agents, a wider circulation of income, and increased mobility through the construction of

highway projects.
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

A Joint Development

This project will involve working in coordination with the Laredo District TxDOT to reroute all
highway traffic on north bound IH-35 into the checkpoint for the Build Alternative. The project
would also necessitate the dead-ending of the two-way frontage road on the east side of the IH-
35, just north and south of the check point station. Figures 7 through 10 show the proposed
signage and rerouting of the roadways.

B. Access to Private Land

Access to the land adjacent to the checkpoint will be maintained at all times. Landowners on the
north side of the checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an additional four miles
to access their properties. This additional length would be required because the frontage road on
the north side of the checkpoint would be closed to through traffic, and the landowners would be
required to access their properties from the existing two-lane frontage road via the interchange
of San Roman and IH-35. Landowners on the south side of the checkpoint would be required to
travel approximately an additional two miles to travel north, and stop at the checkpoint. This
additional length would be required because the frontage road on the south side of the
checkpoint would be closed to through traffic, and the landowners would be required to travel
south along the two-way frontage road to the Callaghan interchange to access the north bound
lanes of TH-35.

Environmental Consequences of Implementing the No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not impact access to the land adjacent to the facility.
Environmental Consequences of Implementing the Build Alternative

Access to the land surrounding the checkpoint will be maintained at all times. However, a
minimal impact to access is anticipated with the proposed project because adjacent landowners
will be required to travel an additional two to four miles, depending on their destination.

C. Surface and Ground Water Quality Impacts

There are no streams, creeks or tributaries within the project area. Dolores Creek, the next
closest water body, is outside of the project area and would not be directly impacted by the
proposed project. Storm water runoff from the proposed project would flow into several creeks
which all flow into the Nueces River.
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Environmental Consequences of /mplemén;ting the No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not impact access to the land adjacent to the facility.
Environmental Consequences of Implementing the Build Alternative

Storm water runoff from would flow into several creeks which flow into the Nueces River,
segment number 2104 of the Nueces River Basin. This feature, as listed in the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Water Quality Inventory, is classified as
“effluent limited,” and is designated for high aquatic life use, contact recreation use, and public
water supply use (1996). This segment is designated as threatened or impaired for depressed
dissolved oxygen and high pH values in the 2002 Clean Water Act Segment 303(d) list.
However, the project is more than 5 miles upstream from the impaired segment. Therefore, no
coordination with the TCEQ is required for total maximum daily loads.

The water quality of waters in the State shall be maintained in accordance with all applicable
provisions of the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards including the General, Narrative and
Numerical Criteria. To minimize impacts to water quality during construction, the proposed
project would utilize temporary erosion and sedimentation control practices from the
Department's manual Standard Specifications for the Construction of Highways, Streets, and
Bridges. Where appropriate, these temporary erosion and sedimentation control structures
would be in place prior to the initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout the
duration of the construction. Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to
maintain a natural water quality buffer and minimize the amount erodible earth exposed at any
one time. Upon completion of the earthwork operations, disturbed areas would be restored and
reseeded according to the TxDOT's specifications for "Seeding for Erosion Control".

Best Management Practices that TxDOT anticipates would be used in the construction and post-
construction periods of the proposed checkpoint include:

Erosion Controls f Temporary Vegetation / Mattes / Blankets

Sediment Controls Silt Fences / Rock Berms

Post-Construction Total Suspended Solids Controls  Vegetative Strips / Revegetation

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize and control the spill of fuels,
lubricants, and hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All spills, including those
of less than twenty-five (25) gallons shall be cleaned immediately and any contaminated soil
shall be immediately removed from the site and be disposed of properly. Designated areas shall
be identified for spoils disposal and materials storage. These areas shall be protected from run-
on and run-off. Materials resulting from the destruction of existing roads and structures shall be
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stored in these designated areas. The contractor would practice "good housekeeping” measures,
as well as, "grade management" techniques to help ensure that proper precautions are in place
throughout construction of the proposed project. There are no public water supply intakes
within the project limits or adjacent areas. No adverse affects are expected to this resource.
Because this project would disturb more than one (1) acre the DHS, in conjunction with the
TxDOT, would be required to comply with the TCEQ - TPDES General Permit for Construction
Activity. The project would disturb more than one (1) acre; therefore, a Notice of Intent (NOI)
would be filed to comply with TCEQ stating that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SW3P) would be in place during construction of proposed project. The SW3P utilizes the
temporary control measures as outlined in the Department's manual Standard Specifications for
the Construction of Highways, Streets, and Bridges. No short- or long-term water quality
impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project. Permits pertaining to Sections 401 and
404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required for this project.

D. Biotic Resources and Protected Species

D.1 Vegetation

The project area is located in the South Texas Plains of Texas (Gould et al. 1960). The
predominant vegetation type in the project area is Mesquite-Black Brush (McMahan et al. 1984).
Plant species commonly associated with this vegetation type include: Lotebush, cenzia, guajillo,
desert olive, allthorn, whitebrush, bluewood, granjeno, guayacan, leatherstem, Texas
pricklypear, tasajillo, kidneywood, yucca, desert yaupon, goatbush, purple three-awn, pink
pappusgrass, hairy tridens, slim tridens, hairy grama, mat euphorbia, coldenia, dogweed,
knotweed leafflower, and two-leaved senna (McMahan et al. 1984). Due to development and
construction within the project area, the vegetation community no longer resembles this

vegetation type.

The project area is approximately four miles in length along the north bound side of IH-35
within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT ROW, from the Callaghan Overpass to the San
Roman Overpass. The amount of TxDOT ROW within the project area, including the areas
designated for placement of barriers and/or signage, is approximately 8 acres. The vegetative
community within the TxDOT ROW is maintained mixed grasses. The project area mainly
consists of open areas with little or no native vegetation. Less than one acre of the total project
area would be directly converted from maintained grasses within the TxXDOT ROW to paved
access ramps. Figure 2 is an aerial photograph of the project area, showing the lack of native
vegetation in the ROW. The land use surrounding the project study area includes ranches with
native vegetation, including mesquite (Prosopis sp.), prickly pear (Opuntia engelmannii),
guajillo (Acacia berlandieri), blackbrush acacia (Acacia rigidula), and retama (Parkinsonia
aculeata) (Everitt and Drawe 1993; Taylor et al. 1999). The dominant species in these areas are
mesquite and prickly pear. Figure 2 is an aerial photograph of the project area. Figures 3
through 6 are ground photographs showing the TxDOT ROW and surrounding areas.
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D.2 Wildlife

Wildlife in the immediate project area would be limited because the project area consists of
maintained mixed grasses along the TXDOT ROW and paved roadways.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, possess, buy,
sell, trade, or transport, any migratory bird, nest, or egg, in part or in whole, without a federal
permit issued in accordance with the Act’s policies and regulations. Measures to minimize
impacts to migratory bird habitat will be implemented to avoid any harm to migratory birds for
all work conducted within the TxDOT ROW and the adjacent 15-acre checkpoint property,
including scheduling construction of the ﬂacili’tty outside of the breeding season.

D.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

Some populations of fauna and flora have been, or are, in the process of decline due to either
natural forces or their inability to coexist with humans. The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, authorized the U.S. Department of Interior, USFWS, to identify populations of flora
and fauna that are in decline and endangered or threatened with extinction. The Act requires
that any federal action likely to adversely affect a species classified as federally protected be
subject to review by the USFWS. Other species may receive additional protection under
separate state laws. Table 1 lists the federal- and state-listed threatened, endangered, and rare
species for Webb County. Also shown i is the potential availability of suitable habitat within the
project study area, based on aerial photographs, field investigations and information obtained
from the USFWS, TPWD, and a review of the Texas Biological and Conservation Database
System (TxBCD) in November 2003.
Table 1. Federal- and State-L1st«=d Threatened, Endangered and Species

of C Webb County, T

Amphibians

South Texas Siren - Wet or sometimes wet areas, There are not wet or
large form (Siren sp. 1) such as arroyos, canals, ditches, sometimes wet areas, such as
or even shallow depressions; arroyos, canals, ditches, or
aestivates in'the ground during even shallow depressions
— T dry periods, but does require|{ No No within the project area.

some moisture to remain,
southern Texas south of
Balcones Escarpment; breeds
February-Juxﬂe

Birds ‘ ]
White-tailed Hawk Near coast: it is found on The project area is not near the
Buteo albicaudatus prairies, cordgrass flats, and coastline and does not contain
scrub-live oak; further inland on the species preferred
— T prairies, mesquite and oak| No No vegetation composition.

savannas, and mixed savanna-
chaparral; breeding March to
May
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Cottonwood-lined rivers and The project area is does not
Buteogallus streams; wililow tree groves on include cottonwood-lined
anthracinus — the lower Rio Grande| No No rivers and streams, or willow
floodplain; formerly bred in tree groves on the lower Rio
south Texas, Grande floodplain.
American Peregrine Nests in the Trans-Pecos region,
Falcon of west Tekas; nests on high No tall cliffs near water are
. DL . ‘ No No . .
Falco peregrinus cliffs, often: near water where within the project area.
anatum prey species are most common.
Arctic Peregrine Falcon Nests in tundra regions; Rare to uncommon migrant
Falco peregrinus migrates through Texas; winter only. Species not detected on-
tundrius inhabitant of coastlines and site.  Project area does not
DL mountains from Florida to No No contain suitable nesting or
South America. Open areas, winter habitat. No open areas
usually near water. near water are within the
j project area.
Sennett’s Hooded Often builds nests in and of
Oriole Spgnjsh . moss (Tillandsia The project area does not
Icterus cucullatus — unioides), feeds on No No . .
sennetti invertebrates, fruit, and nectar; contain areas of Spanish Moss.
breeds March-August
Audubon’s Oriole Scrub, mesqw:uite; nests in dense The 'project area doc?s not
Icterus quuacauda L trees, or thidkets, usually along | No No contain scrub, mesquite, or
audubonii water courses dense trees along a
j watercourse.
Cactus Ferruginous Riparian trees, brush, palm, and The project area does not
Pygmy-owl mesquite thickets; during day contain riparian trees, brush,
Glaucidium — also roosts in small caves and| No No palm, mesquite thickets, small
brasilianum cactorum recesses on slopes of low hills; caves or recesses on slopes of
breeding Aptil to June low hills.
Wood Stork Forages in prairie ponds, There are no water bodies,
Mycteria americana flooded pastures or fields, mudflats, or wetlands within
ditches, and other shallow the project area.
standing water, including salt-
water; usually roosts
communally: in tall spags,
sometimes ih association with
— other wading birds (i.e. active| No No

heronries); breeds in Mexico
and birds move into Gulf States
in search of mud flats and other
wetlands, even those associated
with forested areas; formerly
nested in Texas, but no
breeding records since 1960
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There are no sand and gravel
bars within braided streams,
rivers or man-made structure
such as: inland beaches,
wastewater treatment plants,
gravel mines, etc.

LE E structures ! (inland  beaches, No No
wastewater ' treatment plants,
gravel mines, etc); eats small
fish & crustaceans, when
breeding forages within a few
hundred feet of colony
Mountain Plover Breeding: n¢sts on high plains High plains and shortgrass
Charadrius montanus or shortgrass prairie, on ground prairies are not found within
P/T __|in sh'allpw depressic?n; No No the project area.
nonbreeding; shortgrass plains
and bare, dirt (plowed) fields;
primarily insectivorous
Western Burrowing Open grasslands, especially The project area does contain
Owl prairie, plains, and savanna, open areas along the ROW,
Athene cunicularia sometimes in open areas such as and culverts are found adjacent
hypugaea vacant lots near human to the project area. Species not
. ___ | habitation orlairports; nests and Yes No detected onsite. This species is
roosts in abandoned burrows mobile and could avoid
and man-made structures, such construction. Therefore, no
as culverts affect to this species is
anticipated.
Fish ‘ : :
Blue Sucker Usually inhabits channels and There are no water bodies
Cycleptus elongatus flowing pools with a moderate within the project area.
current; bottorn type usually
consists of exposed bedrock,
— T perhaps in !combination with| No No
hard clay, sand, and gravel;
adults winter in deep pools and
move upstréam in spring to
spawn on riffles
Conchos Pupfish Sloughs, backwaters, and There are no water bodies
Cyprinodon eximius — T |margins of small to medium| No No within the project area.
rivers
Rio Grande Darter T Gravel and rubble riffles of No No There are no water bodies
Etheostoma grahami _ creeks and small rivers within the project area.
Rio Grande Shiner Large, open, weedless rivers or There are no water bodies
Notropis jemezanus o Rare large creeks with bottom of No No within the project area.

rubble, gravg:l and sand, often
overlain with:silt
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There are no water bodies
within the project area.

T silt; damming and irrigation No No
practices ’%presutmed major
factors contributing to decline
Mammals T
Big Free-tailed Bat Habitat data] sparse but records The project area does not
Nyctinomops macrotis indicate that species prefers to contain canyons or buildings.
roost in crevices and cracks in
high canyon walls, but will use
buildings, asj well; reproduction
. data sparse, but gives birth to No No
single offspring late June-early
July; females gather in nursery
colonies; ' winter habits
undetermineql, but may
hibernate in the Trans-Pecos;
opportunistid insectivore
Ghost-faced Bat Colonially :roosts in caves,
Mormoops crevices, abandoned mines, and The project area does not
megalophylla — buildings; insectivorous; breeds | No No contain  caves,  crevices,
late winter-early spring; single abandoned mines, or buildings.
offspring borh per year
Gra;i Wolf Formerly knc*wp throughout the Extirpated. The project area
Canis lupus LE western two-thirds of the state No No doe -
. . s not contain forests
(extirpated) in forests, brushlands, or brushland land >
grasslands shlands, or grasslands.
Jaguarundi Thick brushlands, near water
Herpailurus LE favored; six' month gestation, No No The project area does not
yagouaroundi young born itwice per year in contain brushlands near water.
March and Angust
Ocelot Dense cha“lparral thickets; The proiect area d ¢
Leopardus pardalis mesquite-thom scrub and live Proj 4 a c;les ho
LE oak mottes; avoids open areas; No No Co.mam ensp chaparral
T thickets; mesquite-thorn scrub,
breeds and raises young June- .
| or live oak mottes.
November
Davis Pocket Gopher Burrows inj sandy soils in The 'project area does .nc'>t
Geqmys personatus — southern Texas No No contain sandy soils. The soil is
davisi w clayey.
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The project area does not
contain caves, rock crevices,
old buildings, carports,
bridges, and abandoned Cliff
Swallow nests, limestone
caves of the Edwards Plateau

clusters of Up to thousands of No No or gypsum caves of the
individuals;| hibernates in Panhandle.
limestone gaves of Edwards
Plateau and| gypsum caves of
Panhandle | during  winter;
opportunisti¢ insectivore
White-nosed Coati Woodlands, ! riparian corridors The project area does not
Nasua narica and canyons; most individuals contain woodlands, riparian
in Texas Qrobably transients corridors and canyons.
from Mexico; diurnal and
crepuscular;: very sociable; | No No
forages on ground and in trees;
omnivorous; may be susceptible
to hunting, | trapping, and pet
trade ‘
Yuma Myotis Bat Desert regions; most commonly The project area does not
Mpyotis yumanensis found in iowland habitats near contain lowland habitats near
open water, where forages; open water, caves, abandoned
roosts in ‘caves, abandoned No No mine tunnels, or buildings.
mine t‘unnel:s, and buildings;
single offspring born May-early
July *
Mollusks |
Texas H'ornshell. Rio Grande 'drainage from the The project area does not
Popenaias popei Pecos River to the Falcon| No No mc!ude the Rio Gra.nde
Breaks ‘ drainage from the Pecos River
to the Falcon Breaks.
Reptiles
Reticulate Collared Requires open brush- Prickly pear and mesquite are
Lizard grasslands; thorn-scrub not found within the project
Crotaphytus reticulatus vegetation, uguadly on well- area, however they are found
drained rolling terrain of adjacent to the project area.
shallow gravél, caliche, or The species was not detected
sandy soils; dften on scattered onsite. Although this species
flat rocks below escarpments or Yes Yes is mobile and could normally

isolated rock outcrops among
scattered clumps of prickly pear
and mesquite

avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
impact to resource.
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Drymarchon corais

Thornbrush-chaparral

woodlands pf south Texas, in
particular | dense riparian
corridors; can do well in
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Thombruéh—chaparral
woodlands are not found
within the project area.

7 eggs March-September (most
May-August)! in

suburban = and irrigated | No No
croplands if not molested or
indirectly poisoned; requires
moist micrdhabitats, such as
rodent burroys, for shelter
Texas Tortoise Open scrub Wwoods, arid brush, Woods and brush with a grass
Gopherus berlandieri lomas, grassicactus association; understory is not found within
open brush with grass the project area, however it is
understory preferred; uses found adjacent to the project
shallow depressions at base of area. Species was not detected
bush or cactt}ls or underground onsite. Although this species
burrow or hides under surface Yes Yes is mobile and could normally
cover avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
‘ impact to resource.
Spot- Tailed Earless Central & sohthem Texas and Oak-juniper woodlands not
Lizard Adjacent Mexico; oak-juniper found onsite. Mesquite-
Holbrookia lacerata woodlands & mesquite-prickly prickly pear associations are
pear associations; eggs laid not found within the project
underground; eats small area, but are adjacent to the
invertebrates: project area. Species was not
‘ detected onsite. Although this
Yes Yes species is mqbile and cogld
normally avoid construction, a
sleeping or dormant animal is
subject to being killed by
construction. Therefore, there
is a possibility of impact to
individuals, with temporary,
but no long-term, impact to
: resource.
Keeled Earless Lizard Coastal dunegs, barrier islands, Coastal dunes, barrier islands,
Holbrookia propinqua and other sandy areas; -eats and other sandy areas are not
insects and likely other small found within the project area.
invertebrates; lays clutches of 2-| No No

soil/underground
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o S L . v : o o 5 0
Mexican Blackhead Southern ' Texas and No shrubland savanna is found
Snake . northeasteml Mexico; shrubland No No within the project area.
Tantilla atriceps savanna; nocturnal; lays clutch
of probably 1-3 eggs
Texas Horned Lizard Open, arid and semi-arid Cactus and scattered brush are
Phrynosoma cornutum regions with?sp‘arse vegetation, not found within the TxDOT
including grass, cactus, ROW area, but are found
scattered brush or scrubby trees; adjacent to the project area.
sandy to rocky soil. The species was not detected
! onsite. Although this species is
v mobile and could normally
—_— es Yes . . .
avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
| impact to resource.
Vascular Plants ‘
Kleberg Saltbush Endemic; sandy to clayey Preferred habitat is not found
Atriplex klebergorum loams, usually saline; often with onsite. Project area is planted
— other halophytes; maturation| No No grasses within a maintained
usually occurs in fall but may ROW.
vary with rainfall
Nickel’s Cory Cactus Alluvial gravels (?) or low hills Preferred habitat is not found
Coryphantha  sulcata along the Rio Grande; Webb onsite. The project area is not
var nickelsiae — County included in distribution | No No along the Rio Grande.
based on 1906 specimen record
with “Laredo” as location
Few-spine Endemic; dry; gravelly hills near The preferred habitat is not
Engelmann’s Prickly- Rio Grande found onsite. The project area
pear — ‘ No No is not along the Rio Grande.
Opuntia engelmannii
var flexospina ‘
McCart’s Whitlow- Known only:r from one type The preferred habitat is not
wort specimen cqlle:cted in Webb found onsite. The project area
Paronychia maccartii County, Ma;lrclh 1962; type is planted grasses within a
location is located three miles maintained ROW.
south of Mirando City, where
o substrate is; hardpacked red No No
sand, probably of the Cuevitas-
Randade asLsociation derived
from the Goliad formation;
flowering in spring
Ashy Dogweed Endemic; | grassland or Preferred habitat is not found
Thymophylla LE blackbrush ori ceinizo shrublar}ds No No onsite. Prqjeyt area is ’plapted
tephroleuca on fine sapdy loam soils; grasses within a maintained

ROW.

flowering February-November
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Preferred habitat is not found
onsite. Project area is planted
grasses within a maintained
ROW.

Shrublands 'on flats on saline
sandy to c]llayey soils and on
rocky gypseous slopes;
flowering jthroughout year
depending on rainfall

Johnston’s Frankenia
Frankenia johnstonii

LE, LT - Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened

Species
DL, PDL - Federally Delisted/Proposed Delisted

PT, C - Federally Proposed Threatened, or Candidate] " —" - Species of Concern, but with no regulatory listing status

' E, T State Endangered/Threatened

" *Data Sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (2003), Texas Parks and

_ wildlife Department (2003), and survey of project area.

Critical habitat, as defined by the Endangered Species Act, is a term for habitat given special
protection for the benefit of the listed species. No critical habitat occurs within the TxDOT ROW
(TxBCD 2003). The TxBCD did not list any federally-listed threatened or endangered species
within the project study area (2003). No suitable habitat is available on the Build Alternative for
any of the federally-listed threatened or endangered species.

State Listed Species of Concetn

The TPWD TxBCD includes federally—h$ted species and identifies additional species receiving
protection under state laws. Federal Species of Concern (FSC) and state-protected species are
not protected under Section 7 of the End‘angiered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Potential
effects to these species were considered during the natural resource investigations that were
conducted for the proposed project.

Habitat for the state-listed western burrowing owl may be found onsite, and adjacent to the
project area. The preferred habitats for the reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise, Texas
horned lizard, and spot-tailed earless hzard were not found within the TxDOT ROW. However,
these habitats were found adjacent to the ROW. The reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise,
and Texas horned lizard are state-listed as threatened. The spot-tailed earless lizard is state-
listed as rare. The TxBCD listed one s:ighting of the reticulate collared lizard north of the
project area (2003). Although these species are mobile and could normally avoid construction, a
sleeping or dormant animal is subject to being killed by construction. Since there are no
applicable regulations regarding these FSps and state- protected species, it is the policy of the
TxDOT to notify the TPWD of any possible effect on these species, in accordance with the
TxDOT MOU with the TPWD. !

Environmental Consequences of lmplemeinting the No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not 1ﬂnpa1,t any vegetation, terrestrial wildlife, or effect
threatened and endangered species within J[hc, project study area.
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Environmental Consequences of Impleménting the Build Alternative

Due to previous disturbance and bulldozed leveling and clearing of vegetation within the
TxDOT ROW, there would be minimall 'impacts to plant communities and terrestrial wildlife
with the construction of the proposed dccess roads for the checkpoint. Any motile wildlife
species would likely move to adjacent uﬁjﬁormly vegetated areas. Non-motile, slow moving or
dormant species may be lost during earth moving and construction. However, these impacts
would be minor and temporary. In addltlon the slowing of traffic due to checkpoint could
potentially lower the likelihood of road kill in the area.

The preferred habitats for the reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise, Texas horned lizard, and
spot-tailed earless lizard were found adjacmt to the project area. Although these species are
mobile and could normally avoid construction, a sleeping or dormant animal is subject to being
killed by construction. Based on current estimates, construction is scheduled to begin in
February. Therefore, there is a possibility of impact to individuals, with temporary, but no long-
term, impact to resource. Habitat for the western burrowing owl may be found onsite, and
adjacent to the project area. However, the species was not detected onsite, and this species is
mobile and could avoid construction. Therefore, no affect to the western burrowing owl is
anticipated. A review of the TxBCD did not reveal any recorded federally protected species
sightings within the project area. Therefore, no affect to federally-listed species are anticipated.
The TPWD will be notified of the recorded reticulate collared lizard occurrence near the project
area, and coordination with the TPWD Whll be initiated for the potential impacts to state-listed
threatened species and species of concern.|

E. Construction Impacts ‘

Construction Impacts from Implementing lfhe No-Build Alternative
There would be no construction impacts a$s<>ciated with the No-Build Alternative.

Construction Impacts from Implementing tihev Build Alternative

Traffic Impacts !
The proposed construction may require ﬂome traffic control. A traffic control plan would be

implemented to assure uninterrupted traffic flow during construction. Signs would be
strategically placed as a method of controlling traffic during the construction activities.

Noise Impacts i
Noise associated with the project constructlon is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the

major source of construction noise, 18 cons rantly moving in unpredictable patterns. However,
construction normally occurs during dayh ght hours when occasional loud noises are more
tolerable. ~ Wildlife in the immediate area would be disturbed by the heavy machinery.
However, this disturbance would be temporary and wildlife would be expected to return after
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construction. There are no sensitive recdivers in the project area. Provisions would be included
in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to
minimize construction noise through abatk;ment measures such as work-hour controls and proper
muffler system maintenance.

Vegetation

Vegetation would be cleared only as néeded and clearing may be phased, to maintain soil
integrity and minimize exposure of an} erosive surface. When c<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>